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Commentor No. 420:  Brad Evans Response to Commentor No. 420

420-1 420-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 421:  Monte Bemham Response to Commentor No. 421

421-1

421-2

421-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views regarding the need to provide backup
production capacity for medical isotopes.  The medical and industrial
isotope production mission considered as part of this NI PEIS fulfills this
need.  As stated in Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1, nearly 50 percent of
DOE’s isotope production capacity is being utilized with the remaining
capacity dispersed throughout the DOE complex and not readily available
due to existing operating constraints.  While other facilities exist to
produce medical isotopes, many are dedicated to existing missions, as
outlined in Section 2.6.1 of Volume 1.  The selection of the preferred
alternative in this NI PEIS will enable DOE to meet its program
objectives for medical isotope production.

421-2: While this NI PEIS includes consideration of the alternative that would
best enable DOE to meet its responsibilities under the Atomic Energy Act
to provide isotopes for medical, industrial, and research applications, it is
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS to specifically consider the benefits to
individual persons or groups.
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Commentor No. 422:  Bernice C. Mitchell Response to Commentor No. 422

422-1 422-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and request to withdraw the
previously submitted letter (dated August 2, 2000).
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Commentor No. 423:  John Fialkovich Response to Commentor No. 423

423-1 423-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 424:  Corky Greenfield Response to Commentor No. 424

424-1 424-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 425:  Debbie Nielsen Response to Commentor No. 425

425-1 425-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-609

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 425:  Debbie Nielsen (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 425

425-1
 (Cont’d)

425-2

425-1

425-3

425-2: The comment with respect to the need for a capabilities assessment of
NI PEIS alternatives is noted.  Volume 1, Section 2.7.1.2.3 of the Draft
NI PEIS presents a comparison of mission effectiveness among
alternatives.  This section has been revised in the Final NI PEIS (see
Section 2.7.1.8, “Comparison of Mission Effectiveness Among
Alternatives”) to provide the reader a better understanding of the medical
isotopes that can be produced using accelerator technology (Alternative 3)
and reactor technology alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 4).

425-3: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative I,  restart of FFTF.
As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 426:  Dennis A. Fitzgerald Response to Commentor No. 426
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Commentor No. 426:  Dennis A. Fitzgerald (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 426

426-1

426-2

426-1

426-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s).

426-2: See response to comment 426-1.  A combination of low energy and high
energy accelerators can meet mission objectives although they might not
be able to do some research and development that requires fast neutrons
or liquid metal loops.  The reference accelerator design is mature and
DOE has considerable experience in designing and building such
accelerators.
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Commentor No. 427:  Susan Carlstrom
UFCW Local 141

Response to Commentor No. 427

427-1 427-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 427:  Susan Carlstrom (Cont’d)
UFCW Local 141

Response to Commentor No. 427
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Commentor No. 427:  Susan Carlstrom (Cont’d)
UFCW Local 141

Response to Commentor No. 427
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Commentor No. 427:  Susan Carlstrom (Cont’d)
UFCW Local 141

Response to Commentor No. 427
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Commentor No. 428:  Citizens for Medical Isotopes Response to Commentor No. 428

428-1 428-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 428:  Citizens for Medical Isotopes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 428
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Commentor No. 428:  Citizens for Medical Isotopes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 428
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Commentor No. 428:  Citizens for Medical Isotopes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 428



2-620

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 428:  Citizens for Medical Isotopes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 428
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Commentor No. 428:  Citizens for Medical Isotopes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 428



2-622

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 428:  Citizens for Medical Isotopes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 428
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Commentor No. 428:  Citizens for Medical Isotopes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 428
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Commentor No. 429:  Kathryn Roberg Response to Commentor No. 429

429-1

429-2

429-3

429-4

429-5

429-3

429-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

429-2: The concerns expressed in the comment with respect to potential FFTF
emissions and global warming in the event of FFTF restart are noted.
FFTF operations would result in small impacts to the environment and
would not contribute to global warming because nuclear, rather than fossil,
fuels provide the primary source of energy, resulting in negligible releases
of greenhouse gases. Section 4.3 of the  NI PEIS includes an evaluation
of potential environmental impacts due to air emissions and wastewater
discharges associated with the proposed operation of FFTF and existing
Hanford support facilities.  All air emissions and wastewater discharges
would be in accordance with applicable permit and regulatory
requirements.  The release of criteria air pollutants would result in
concentrations well below Federal and state air standards (Table 4-13);
impacts from emissions of hazardous chemicals would have a negligible
effect on human health or the environment (Tables 4-17 and 4-19); and
there would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water
quality (Section 4.3.1.1.4).  The management of the wastes that are
associated with nuclear infrastructure activities at Hanford is assessed  in
Section 4.3.1.1.13.  The ultimate disposition of these wastes is addressed
in that section.

429-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  A Tri-Party
Agreement change was made to place the milestones for FFTF's
permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on
whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.  Prior public
meetings were held on this formal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1



2-625

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 429:  Kathryn Roberg (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 429

429-6

429-7

429-1

429-7

would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.  If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

Restart and operation of FFTF would not add any waste to the Hanford
underground waste storage tanks.  The impacts to the environment from
the NI PEIS mission were determined in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 to be
negligible to the Northwest population.

429-4: The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
reasonable alternatives to enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to support production of radioisotopes for medical,
research and industrial uses, production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions, and U.S. nuclear research and
development needs for civilian application.  The plutonium that would be
produced under the proposed action would not be intended for medical
applications.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to
clarify DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.
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Commentor No. 429:  Kathryn Roberg (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 429

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states:  “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.”  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
it is unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of these facilities.

429-5: The commentor appears to express the concern that DOE would expose
people in along the Pacific Coast and in the Puget Sound area to risks
associated with the transport of weapons-grade plutonium.  None of the
proposed alternatives would involve the shipment of any weapons-grade
plutonium to any port in the United States.  Alternative 1 does postulate
that DOE might decide at some point to import mixed oxide fuel from
Europe to fuel FFTF.  At this time, however, DOE has not proposed to
import this fuel through any specific port.  If DOE ultimately decides to
import fuel from Europe, it would perform a separate NEPA analysis to
select a port.  This review would address all relevant potential impacts of
overseas and inland water transportation, shipboard fires, package
handling, land transportation, as well as safeguards and security
associated with the import of SNR-300 mixed oxide fuel through a variety
of specific candidate ports on the east and west coasts.  It would consider
all public comments, including local resolutions, concerning the
desirability of bringing mixed oxide fuel into the proposed alternative
ports.
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In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative.  Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
U.S. Department of Transportation regulations.  Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements.  In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to a representative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford.  Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risks to the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipments would be extremely
small (e.g., less than 1 chance in a trillion for a latent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and less than
1 chance in 50 billion for a latent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).

429-6: Cancers are believed to be caused by  a combination of hereditary and
environmental factors, including exposure to ionizing radiation and
chemical agents.  This NI PEIS provides an estimate of the potential
human health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives
considered for the production of radioisotopes for medical and industrial
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems (see Sections 1.2 and 2.5 of Volume 1).  The
methodology used in the analysis of health effects, which is detailed in
Appendixes H through J,  is based upon our current knowledge of the
health impacts that may result from exposure to low doses of ionizing
radiation and chemical agents.  Sections 4.3 through 4.6 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of any of the
alternatives, including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that
included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with each of the
alternatives would be small.

429-7: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be

Commentor No. 429:  Kathryn Roberg (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 429
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implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

Commentor No. 429:  Kathryn Roberg (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 429
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Commentor No. 430:  Charity Schweiger Response to Commentor No. 430

430-1 430-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 431:  Bill Dautel Response to Commentor No. 431

431-1 431-1: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.  DOE is committed
to providing the public with comprehensive environmental reviews of its
proposed actions in accordance with NEPA, and to providing ample
opportunity for public comment on those actions.
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Commentor No. 431:  Bill Dautel (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 431

431-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 431:  Bill Dautel (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 431

431-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 432:  K. Contini Response to Commentor No. 432

From: Contini, Katherina
[SMTP:KCONTINI@AMPACET.COM]

Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2000 1:28:06 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF use for Medical Isotopes
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I fully support the re_start of FFTF for the production of
medical isotopes!

K Contini
Tarrytown, NY

432-1 432-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 433:  Leland Besel Response to Commentor No. 433

433-1 433-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 434:  Denny L. Condotta Response to Commentor No. 434

434-1 434-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

434-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for restarting FFTF to conduct
nuclear energy research and development as part of its nuclear
infrastructure enhancement.
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Commentor No. 434:  Denny L. Condotta (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 434

434-1
 (Cont’d)

434-2

434-1
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Commentor No. 435:  Maurice R. Duffield Response to Commentor No. 435

435-1 435-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-638

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 441:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 441

441-1

441-2

441-1

441-1: DOE notes the commentor's interest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The
DOE missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the production
of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.

441-2: Although beyond the scope of this PEIS, the commentor's concern for
nationwide waste disposal practices is noted.  Nuclear waste that would
be generated under the alternatives and the disposition of generated
waste are discussed in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS.  Potential
environmental impacts on low-income and minority populations that
would be expected to result from implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives are evaluated in Appendix K.  DOE
would disposition waste generated under the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives in compliance with current site practices.  None of the waste
would be disposed of on the Fort Hall Reservation near Idaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory or the Yakama Reservation
near the Hanford Site.

Environmental justice is a key part of an environmental impact statement
and is addressed in detail in Appendix K of the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 442:  William J. Condotta Response to Commentor No. 442

442-1 442-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 443:  Mary Ellen Condotta Response to Commentor No. 443

443-1 443-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 444:  Nancy Kenner Response to Commentor No. 444

444-1 444-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 445:  The Ritter Family Response to Commentor No. 445

445-1

445-2

445-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  A Tri-Party
Agreement change was made to place the milestones for FFTF's
permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on
whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.  Prior public
meetings were held on this formal milestone change.

445-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 446:  Les Gray Response to Commentor No. 446

446-1 446-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 447:  Henry P. Kraemer Response to Commentor No. 447

447-1 447-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 448:  George Ludwig Response to Commentor No. 448

448-1 448-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 449:  Nate and Andrea Hildebrand Response to Commentor No. 449

449-1

449-2

449-3

449-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 3, Construct New
Accelerator(s), and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactive FFTF..

449-2: DOE notes the commentor's interest in alternative energy sources and
concerns about space exploration and defense spending.  The DOE
missions to be addressed in this PEIS, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development, can currently only be
met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.  None of these
DOE missions are defense- or weapons-related.

449-3: See response to comment 449-1
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Commentor No. 450:  Penny and Rick Wirsing Response to Commentor No. 450

450-1 450-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 451:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 451

451-1 451-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 452:  Susan B. O’Donnell Response to Commentor No. 452

452-1

452-2

452-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford and
protection of the Columbia River.  Although beyond the scope of this
NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford
are high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This
agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts
of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.  If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

In regard to the concerns about the migration of contaminants to the
Columbia River, the Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste
minimization and pollution prevention program in place as summarized in
Section 3.4.11.8 that would govern any proposed site activities.  The
alternatives delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on
Hanford cleanup activities and none of the alternatives considered would
add to existing tank waste volumes.

More specific to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS, FFTF is
located approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the
NI PEIS (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and
4.6.3.2.4) indicate that there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of the
existing Hanford facilities in support of the proposed activities.  Also, no
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water quality impacts would be expected as a result of permanent
deactivation of FFTF (Section 4.4.1.2.4).

452-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

Commentor No. 452:  Susan B. O’Donnell (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 452
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Commentor No. 453:  Patricia Hale, Washington State Senator
8th Legislative District

Response to Commentor No. 453

453-1 453-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
DOE also notes the commentor's statement about the Foreign Research
Reactor Program; however, this program, managed by the DOE Office
of Environmental Management, is separate from the proposed action in
this PEIS.
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Commentor No. 453:  Patricia Hale, Washington State Senator
8th Legislative District (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 453

453-1
 (Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 454:  Daniel and Kitty Gandee Response to Commentor No. 454

454-1 454-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 455:  Marion McGaughey Response to Commentor No. 455

455-1 455-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 456:  Mary E. and Melvin Ward Response to Commentor No. 456

456-1 456-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 457:  Paul Moyer Response to Commentor No. 457

457-1 457-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 458:  Nita Vanmy Response to Commentor No. 458

458-1 458-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 459:  Emily D. Munn Response to Commentor No. 459

459-1 459-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 460:  Andrew Butterfield Response to Commentor No. 460

460-1

460-2

460-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

460-2: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE Orders.  The
potential impacts to human health and environmental media including air,
water, and land are shown in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 to be small.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of Hanford
facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 461:  Melissa Williams Response to Commentor No. 461

461-1

461-2

461-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

461-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste management.  The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

None of the alternatives or alternative options propose the transportation
of wastes to Hanford.  Management of wastes that would be generated
under implementation of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13
was revised to clarify that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure
is analyzed in this PEIS for the management of waste resulting from
FFTF restart and operation.  This analysis is consistent with policy and
DOE Order 435.1, that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored,
and in the case of low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the
waste is generated, if practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if
DOE determines that use of the Hanford waste management
infrastructure or other DOE sites is not practical or cost effective,  DOE
may issue an exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE
facilities (i.e., commercial facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such
waste generated from the restart and operation of FFTF.  In addition,
Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts
associated with the waste generated from the target fabrication and
processing in FMEF and how this waste would be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 462:  Pat Hazlett Response to Commentor No. 462

462-1

462-2

462-3

462-4

462-3
462-1

462-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

462-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern.  Consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to
support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of
the United States' energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of Volume 1 was revised
to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.  The NI PEIS
evaluates the environmental impacts of a range of reasonable alternatives
for accomplishing the three missions.  In addition to restarting the FFTF,
the NI PEIS also evaluates alternatives that would either employ the use
of existing facilities or rely on the construction of new facilities.

462-3: DOE notes the commentor's  concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.  If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,



2-662

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

462-4: In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided
opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEIS and
the environmental impact analysis of DOE's proposed alternatives.  DOE
gave equal consideration to all comments.  In preparing the Final NI PEIS,
DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.  DOE’s
Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number of factors
including environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation
impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and
programmatic objectives.

Commentor No. 462:  Pat Hazlett (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 462
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Commentor No. 463:  Lynn Hanrahan Response to Commentor No. 463

463-1

463-2

463-1

463-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

463-2: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and
the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.  If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.

Current waste management activities are conducted in accordance with
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and appropriate DOE
orders.
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Commentor No. 464:  Scott D. Swanson Response to Commentor No. 464

464-1

464-2

464-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

464-2: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.  Prior
public meetings were held on this formal milestone change.
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Commentor No. 465:  Sara Lillegard Response to Commentor No. 465

465-1

465-2

465-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

465-2: The impacts of the various alternatives, including  No Action,  on
ecological resources at ORR, INEEL, and Hanford are assessed in
Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS.  It was determined that there would be
negligible short- or long-term ecological impacts at these sites.
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Commentor No. 466:  Yvonne McDonald Response to Commentor No. 466

466-1

466-2

466-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

466-2: FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of Hanford
facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 467:  Richard Alevizos Response to Commentor No. 467

467-1

467-2

467-3

467-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

467-2: DOE notes the commentor's concerns related to potential environmental
impacts.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF during
normal operations and from postulated accidents are presented and
discussed in Section 4.3 of the draft NI PEIS.  All impacts to human
health and insults to environmental media including air, water, and land
are shown to be small.  No fatalities would be expected from the 35-year
operating period of the FFTF.  Any discharges would be in accordance
with applicable permit and regulatory requirements and the impacts on air
and water quality would be small.  The potential impacts to the Hanford
area and transportation corridors to and from Hanford associated with
FFTF operations are also shown to be small.  Because of the small
impacts associated with FFTF restart, the danger to our planet or to the
survival of the human species would be virtually nonexistent.

467-3: DOE notes the commentor's views on nuclear power.



2-668

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 468:  Liz Copeland/Susan Giese Response to Commentor No. 468

468-1

468-2

468-1

468-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

468-2: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.  If the decision is made to shutdown the FFTF,
then cleanup dollars will be needed to deactivate the facility, which could
impact the overall Hanford cleanup schedule.
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Commentor No. 469:  Marilyn Lipko Response to Commentor No. 469

469-1

469-2

469-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

469-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement
specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford
Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.
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Commentor No. 470:  S. Daly Response to Commentor No. 470

470-1

470-2

470-3

470-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

470-2: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

470-3: FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of Hanford
facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 471:  Richard Bailey Response to Commentor No. 471

471-1

471-2

471-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

471-2: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.
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Commentor No. 472:  Paul Gleason Response to Commentor No. 472

472-1

472-2

472-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

472-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford and the risk of contamination to the Columbia River.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The proposed activities delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an
impact on the Columbia River.  FFTF is located approximately 4.5 miles
from the Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river from
FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to the groundwater.
Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4) indicate that there would be
no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at
Hanford from operation of the existing Hanford facilities in support of
the alternatives.  Also, no water quality impacts would be expected as a
result of permanent deactivation of FFTF (Section 4.4.1.2.4).

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 473:  Pat Rogers Response to Commentor No. 473

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/2/00

Pat Rogers
Pasco, WA
509_547_9378

I would like to leave a comment on the FFTF at Richland,
Washington. I believe this plantshould be put into use for
the production of radioisotopes and possibly power. It is a
multi_million dollar plant that is just sitting out there, and
because the people in Seattle and Portlanddon't seem to
want to utilize this utility is totally ridiculous. I think we
need it, and I think it
needs to be started.

473-1 473-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The commentor should note that the heat generated by FFTF operation
will not be used for generation of electricity.
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Commentor No. 474:  Edwin Schlupford Response to Commentor No. 474

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
9/2/00

Edwin Schlupford
206_767_4710

This comment is in regards to restarting of Fast Flux Reactor. I
am very strongly opposed to it. Iwould like to make the following
comments. First of all, we have never figured out what to do
with nuclear waste. The Germans have finally pulled themselves
up to their knees with theirbootstraps and decided to shut down
their nuclear infrastructure. Thank goodness they worked
out with industry a good compromise, and it is happening very
shortly in a matter of years fromnow. We need to go that same
direction, and I don't know or understand why us Americans
can't be leaders for a change instead of late charlie followers. We
don't know what to do withnuclear waste. We've got a big, big
mess on our hands. We've tried to find places like Yucca
Mountain, which ironically we later find out that has a faster leak
rate than we anticipatedbecause of a man_made product that has
only been in the world since the development of thenuclear age,
and we were able to trace it down to Yucca Mountain. The whole
idea oftransferring nuclear waste from the private sector into the
public is a complete transfer ofliability. We need to as citizens
stand up and say what is right and wrong.

This type of restarting and continuing on with this thing, which has
even written into it thepossibility of potential other uses, which
could be many different things, including weapons, istotally
ridiculous. And sitting under the ruse of nuclear medicine is
exactly that.

Thank you very much for your time. We need to, you know,
nuclear energy would be fine if itwas a total start to finish solution,
but we only [have] half [of] that thing figured out. Until wefigure
out the whole end of it, in other words, the disposal end, we
should not be and it isirresponsible to be involved with this and
burdening our future generations. We should spend themoney on
shutting this stuff down; getting people into other jobs that can do
something useful incleaning up our messes that we have
inherited from our fathers.

474-1

474-2

474-3

474-2

474-4

474-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

474-2: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain
Nevada, would be the final disposal site for DOE's high-level radioactive
waste and spent nuclear fuel.  As directed by the U.S. Congress through
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, Yucca Mountain is the only
candidate site currently being characterized as a potential geologic
repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel.  DOE
has prepared a separate EIS, “Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High
Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada”
DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts
from construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and
eventual closure of a potential geological repository.

474-3: DOE notes the commentor's views.  Consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to
support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space
exploration missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238, a fuel source that is required for deep space missions and
which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable component of
the United States' energy portfolio.
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However, no component of the proposed action is for the purpose of
supporting any defense or weapons-related mission.  Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed
action.

474-4: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.  The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup
through the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology (NE). The nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which
has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

Commentor No. 474:  Edwin Schlupford (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 474
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Commentor No. 475:  The Ritter Family Response to Commentor No. 475

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/4/00

Jeanna Ritter
Sean Ritter
Katherine Ritter
John Ritter
Hood River, OR

I would like to voice my concern about the start of the
Hanford nuclear plant. Hanford's highlevel nuclear waste
tanks are already presently leaking radioactive waste into
the groundwater. This is moving much closer to the
Columbia River, and it is threatening the life of the river and
also the people downstream. With this real and intermittent
danger, how can anyone reasonablypropose restarting a
reactor that will add more waste to this ecosystem. My
family and I arestrongly against restart of this nuclear plant.

475-1

475-2

475-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration
of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  This waste would not be sent to
the high-level radioactive waste tank farms.  High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF.  It is DOE’s policy
that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe
and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

475-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 566:  Kevin Kraal Response to Commentor No. 566

566-1

566-2

566-3

From: Kevin Kraal[SMTP:KEVINK@MICRON.NET]
Sent: Friday, September 01, 2000 2:51:48 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Plutonium production
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Sirs:

I am opposed to any plan involving the production of more Pl238,
especially at INEEL in abuilding already considered unsafe. I
certainly understand the need for this element in variousscientific
endeavors, however there is, as I understand it, no need for more of
this at the presentor the foreseeable future. NASA has reportedly
enough for its missions. There is alreadydocumented groundwater
contamination under the site. Our town (Twin Falls) obtains its
drinking water from the very same aquifer under INEEL. The
reprocessing method will produceeven more potential
contamination. The current technology does not allow for truly safe
disposal, and until it does, to produce yet more toxic (deadly, in fact)
waste would be folly.

Most sincerely,

Kevin Kraal, MD
4155 Meadowridge Circle
Twin Falls, Id

566-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions, and in particular the use of
INEEL for support of this action.  Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems,
and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or
would be enhanced by their use.  In addition, under the National Space
Policy issued by the Office of Science and Technology Policy in
September 1996, and consistent with DOE's charter under the Atomic
Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining the capability to provide
the plutonium-238 needed to support these missions.  There are
approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S.
inventory available to support future NASA space missions; no viable
alternative to using plutonium-238 to support these missions currently
exists. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of
radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005.  Without an assured domestic supply of
plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future NASA space exploration
missions may be lost.

A May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identified that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-
238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, the suspension of SRTG
development efforts was conducted in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator.  This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires 1/3 less plutonium as
its fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology is developmental and
NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000 letter to DOE that the
plutonium-238 needed for large RTG may be maintained as a backup.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

566-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding existing groundwater
contamination at INEEL and for additional groundwater impacts.  DOE
would not reprocess spent nuclear fuel under any of the alternatives
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considered in this NI PEIS.  Options under the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives include fabricating and processing neptunium-237 targets at
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF) at INEEL to produce
plutonium-238 for NASA space missions.

Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, activities to remediate
existing contamination of the Snake River Plain aquifer attributable to
INEEL sources are ongoing and of high priority to DOE. Section 3.3.4.2
describes the current condition of groundwater potentially affected by
INEEL operations, with a specific discussion of groundwater quality of
the proposed facility location provided in Section 3.3.4.2.2.  Analyses
presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.2.1.4, 4.4.2.1.4,
4.5.2.2.4, and 4.6.2.2.4) addressing use of the FDPF indicate that there
would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality
at INEEL from normal operation of FDPF in support of the proposed
activities.  Use of Advanced Test Reactor to irradiate neptunium-237
targets would have no additional impact on water resources in the Test
Reactor Area of INEEL as discussed in Section 4.4.1.1.4.

Waste that would be generated as a result of target processing are
discussed in Section 4.3.2.1.13.  Waste generated from the candidate
facilities at INEEL under the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would be
managed in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and
DOE orders.  INEEL also has a comprehensive waste minimization and
pollution prevention program in place as summarized in Volume 1,
Section 3.3.11.8 that would govern any proposed site activities.

566-3: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

Commentor No. 566:  Kevin Kraal (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 566
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From: Joanna Panter
[SMTP:JPANTER@EARTHLINK.NET]

Sent: Friday, September 01, 2000 3:29:37 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Please restart the FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To whom it may concern,

II am writing this breif e_mail to encourage restarting the
Fast FluxTest Facility.I understand the importance of the
FFTF and wish for its being brought backfrom stand_by
mode.

Thank you.

Commentor No. 567:  Joanna Panter Response to Commentor No. 567

567-1 567-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 568:  Holly Conley Response to Commentor No. 568

From: Holly Conley[SMTP:HCONLEY@KMPS.COM]
Sent: Friday, September 01, 2000 6:57:08 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: shut down!
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please hear my request to NOT restart FFTF in Hanford.
This reactor needs tobe shut down completly, and the
existing waste cleaned up as promised.Please; no more
waste, no more danger, no more plutonium production at
Hanford.

Thank you for your serious consideration in this matter.

Regards,

Holly Conley

568-1

568-2

568-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

568-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.
Public meetings were held on this formal milestone change.

With respect to plutonium processing, no weapons material will be
produced within the stated mission.  All proposed activities are for
civilian purposes.
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Commentor No. 569:  Roberta Wilson Response to Commentor No. 569

From: Roberta Wilson[SMTP:BERTAW@MICROSOFT.COM]
Sent: Friday, September 01, 2000 7:03:46 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Comments on start up of FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please write these comments into the record:

Dear Ms. Brown,

In 1986 I walked across the country with the Great Peace March for
GlobalNuclear Disarmament. I was 31, and I had left my job in the
computerindustry to do this nine_month walk during which we spoke
with thousands ofcitizens about the danger of nuclear weapons.

When we arrived in your neighborhood__the DC office of the
Department ofEnergy__we shut the place down for awhile. I bought
cookies and coffee foryour locked out workers. I figured I might be
able to talk to them that way.

They were mad, of course, but we finally did talk. I think I showed
themthat I was the same as they were__I had an education, a job,
and I vote.Still, my voice was not being heard by my government
regarding nuclearenergy and weapons.

We "anti_nuke activists" are portrayed as troublesome and
dangerous at worstand silly and misinformed at best. We are
neither. We are citizens who aretelling you that WE DO NOT WANT
NUCLEAR TECHNOLOGY__primarily because wasteissues and
accident issues are unresolved and it seems at
presentunresolvable. Hanford is the most polluted site in our
country, and clean_upshould be the first priority. We've waited years
for it. I suspect that thereason Hanford is not cleaned up is that
there is no way to clean up nuclearwaste that is seeping into the
groundwater near the Columbia River.

569-2

569-1

569-1: The Commentor’s opposition to nuclear technology because of waste and
accident issues is noted.  The PEIS evaluates the impact on waste
generation and the consequences of accidents for all alternatives in detail
in Volume 1 Chapter 4.  The results of this evaluation are presented in
PEIS Volume 1, Section 2.7.1.

569-2: Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste management activities are the
primary missions at Hanford.  DOE notes the commentor’s concerns
regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the
scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high
priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from  operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 569:  Roberta Wilson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 569

I find the medical excuse for starting the Fast Flux Text Facility
to be an untenable and extremely cynical attempt to get the
public back on board for nuclear power. As the doctor at the
Seattle DOE hearings said, other technology is a better choice
for addressing cancer than the production of medical isotopes.
Even a better choice is to eliminate the causes of
cancer__environmental pollutants, including nuclear.

I urge you and Secretary Bill Richards to do the right
thing__Clean up Hanford (if possible) and do not start
the Fast Flux Test Facility.

Roberta Wilson
353 Wallace Way NE #14
Bainbridge Island, WA 98110

569-4

569-2

569-3

569-3: DOE notes the commentor's views regarding the potential use of FFTF
for enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility infrastructure and the use of
isotopes in treating cancer.  Cancers are believed to be caused by a
combination of hereditary and environmental factors, including
radiological and chemical agents.  In ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic
radioisotopes have proven effective in treating cancers and other illnesses
while minimizing adverse side effects, making their use an attractive
alternative to traditional chemotherapy and radiation treatments.

569-4: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 570:  Michael Tobin Response to Commentor No. 570

From: MTobin1907@cs.com%internet
[SMTP:MTOBIN1907@CS.COM]

Sent: Saturday, September 02, 2000 11:22:24 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: plutonium production
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Ms. Colette Brown
DOE, Office of Space and Defense Power Systems

Dear Ms. Brown,

As an Idaho resident I have these comments regarding DOE
plans to produce plutonium_238 at the INEEL.

a.. Reprocessing is not acceptable and should not be considered at
INEEL or any other facility
b.. Building 666 is a decrepit and highly contaminated building and
should be decommissioned in a manner that is protective of human
health and the environment
c.. Plutonium_238 production is unnecessary and its use too risky
d.. Using ATR at INEEL would interfere with its current mission of
producing medical and industrial isotopes
e.. Extend the comment deadline 30 days
While there is no preferred alternative in this study, which is entitled
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Accomplishing Expanded Nuclear Energy Research and
Development and Isotope Production Missions in the United States,
Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) at Hanford,
WA., DOE would prefer to accomplish the aforementioned activities
at the Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford. However, there is
significant popular and political opposition within Washington state
to the FFTF proposal, political opposition that does not exist in
Idaho. Thus, without strong opposition in Idaho, we could well end
up with this program by default.

Sincerely,

Michael Tobin
Boise

570-4

570-3

570-2

570-5

570-6

570-1

570-1: DOE would not conduct any reprocessing to produce weapons grade
plutonium under any of the alternatives considered in this PEIS.  The
alternatives do include processing of target materials used to produce
isotopes for medical and industrial uses, plutonium-238 for space
missions, and nuclear materials research and development.
Sections 4.3.1.1.13; 4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised to
clarify the waste management approach for waste resulting from processing
of target materials for plutonium-238 production.

Building CPP-666 is divided into two parts, the Fuel Storage Facility and
the Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF).  The FDPF is under
consideration in this PEIS for storage of neptunium-237 oxide,
preparation of neptunium-237 targets, and separation of plutonium-238
from irradiated targets.  DOE believes that this facility will
meet, with further analysis and/or minor modifications, the criteria to
safely conduct these operations.

570-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in detail
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2 in the
Final NI PEIS.  For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions.  However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing plutonium-
238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but would be
addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by NASA in
support of such missions.

570-3: As stated in EIS Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.2, ATR would continue to meet
its medical and industrial radioisotope production mission for the no
action and most other alternatives considered where ATR is not used for
the production of plutonium-238.  If ATR were to be used as a
production facility for plutonium-238 (options 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, and 9 under
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Alternative 2), it would support medical and industrial radioisotope
production to the extent possible.  DOE would try to minimize the
impact of the new mission on current medical and industrial radioisotope
production.

570-4: DOE notes the commentor’s request for extension of the public comment
period.  The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ)  “Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act” (40 CFR 1506.10(c)) require that a minimum of 45 days be
allowed for public comment on the Draft NI PEIS. As stated in the
Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.), the public comment period
began on July 28, 2000 and continued to September 18, 2000.  In
preparing the Final PEIS, DOE has assessed and considered both oral
and written comments received on the Draft PEIS during the public
comment period and has responded to these comments in the Final PEIS.
Volume 3 of the NI PEIS contains public comments received on the
NI PEIS and DOE responses to those comments.  Moreover, late
comments were considered to the extent practicable.

570-5: As outlined in 40 CFR Part 1502.14 (e), an agency is not required to
specify a preferred alternative or alternatives in the Draft EIS if one does
not exist, but must do so in the Final EIS.  Accordingly, DOE has
identified its preferred alternative in Section 2.8 of Volume 1 and included
a discussion of DOE’s reasons for selecting it.  DOE’s Record of
Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number of factors including
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts,
schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic
objectives.

570-6: During the comment period for the NI PEIS, DOE received comments
both for and against implementation of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Public comment is one of the factors that will influence the Record of
Decision.  The Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a
number of factors including environmental impacts, public input, costs,
nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other policy
and programmatic objectives.  DOE's decision will not default to any of
the candidate sites because of popular support or opposition.

Commentor No. 570:  Michael Tobin (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 570
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Commentor No. 571:  Louis E. McMurray Response to Commentor No. 571

From: Louis E McMurray
[SMTP:LOUMCMURRAY@JUNO.COM]

Sent: Saturday, September 02, 2000 1:27:42 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility at Hanford,
WA
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Whom It May Concern,

I have reviewed the Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement(DPEIS) "for accomplishing civilian nuclear
energy R&D and isotopeproduction missions in the United
States." Although the report makes norecommendations, I
believe it is clear that the United States must have a
reliable source from which these isotopes may be procured.
I believethe only way to insure this is to manufacture them
within the UnitedStates. Further, I believe that the Fast Flux
Test Facility located atHanford, WA would be ideal for
production of these isotopes. Thefacility is fairly new, has an
excellent safety record, and has the bestcapabilities, in both
equipment and personnel, to accomplish the mission.

Louis E. McMurray
3441 N. Prescott Place
Tucson, AZ 85750
520_296_2137

571-1 571-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 572:  Joanna Panter Response to Commentor No. 572

From: Joanna Panter
[SMTP:JPANTER@EARTHLINK.NET]

Sent: Saturday, September 02, 2000 3:41:40 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

PLEASE RESTART FFTF!

The isotopes that could be produced there are the same
ones that saved myuncle's life, and my grandmother's. I
want them to be available to everyonewhose cancer could
benefit from this treatment. Everyone wants to find a
"cure for cancer" and these isotopes are a major part of this
research. Dowhat is right for people with cancer and forget
about ancient fears ofanything connected to the word
"nuclear."

572-1 572-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 573:  Kristina Lestik Response to Commentor No. 573

From: Kristina.Lestik@directory.reed.edu%internet
[SMTP:KRISTINA.LESTIK@DIRECTORY.REED.EDU]

Sent: Saturday, September 02, 2000 3:43:13 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Portland DOE public forum on the FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To whom this may concern:

I recently attended the DOE public discussion In Portland, OR
aboutpossibly re_opening the FFTF nuclear reactor, and although I
had to depart earlyand so was unable to comment at the meeting, I
would like to offer some commentsby email, (and this was the
email address I found provided in your literature).

I would first like to thank the DOE for their efforts in creating a
calm andcoherent meeting for the discussion to take place, and I
was quite sorry to seethat all other attendees did not respect their
efforts. I would also like to saythat, as a person residing in
Portland, OR, I do highly support the reopening ofthe FFTF: it
seems the most cost efficient alternative, and I do not feel that
its operation would jeopardize my safety or living conditions in any
way.

Thank you for your time!

_Kristina Lestik

573-2

573-1 573-1: DOE notes the commentor’s remarks concerning the Portland, Oregon
public hearing.

573-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 574:  Randy Black Response to Commentor No. 574

From: randy black[SMTP:RANDOO1@HOME.COM]
Sent: Saturday, September 02, 2000 4:55:07 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I support the restart of the FFTF Reactor Facility at Hanford
to meet the national needs for medical isotopes and other
peaceful nuclear materials. The FFTF is the most
economical, safe, and environmental friendly method
available to meet these needs.

Thank you,

Randy Black

574-1 574-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 575:  Paige Knight
Hanford Watch

Response to Commentor No. 575

From: paige s knight[SMTP:PAIGEKNT@JUNO.COM]
Sent: Saturday, September 02, 2000 5:01:56 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Fw: [hanfordwatch] Who will decide?
Auto forwarded by a Rule
_________ Forwarded message __________
From: William Kinsella <kinsella@lclark.edu>
To: "Hanford Watch mailing list" <hanfordwatch@telelists.com>
Date: Sat, 2 Sep 2000 10:32:32 _0700 (PDT)
Subject: [hanfordwatch] Who will decide?
Message_ID:
<LYRIS_22536_88394_2000.09.02_10.33.53__paigeknt#juno.com
@telelists.com>

On page S_2 of the PEIS cost study there's an interesting
sentence:

"The programmatic decisions to be made in connection with the
NIPEIS are the responsibility of the DOE Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology"

How does that sentence fit with the idea that the Secretary of
Energywillmake the final decision before leaving office? Will the
decision be madeat the level of the Secretary, or at the level of the
Nuclear Energyprogram office?

Bill

You are currently subscribed to hanfordwatch as:
paigeknt@juno.com
To unsubscribe send a blank email to
leave_hanfordwatch_22536I@telelists.com

575-1 575-1: The sentence identified by the commentor was paraphrased from
Section 1.3 of the Draft NI PEIS that inadvertently resulted in altering the
intended meaning of the sentence.  That sentence reads, “The
programmatic decisions reached in association with this NI PEIS will
address isotope production and civilian nuclear energy research and
development missions which are the responsibility of the DOE Office of
Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology.”  In response to the
commentor, it is the Secretary of Energy who will make the decision with
respect to the alternatives presented in this NI PEIS to accomplish the
stated mission objectives.  Decisions made will be published in the Record
of Decision no sooner than 30 days after publication of the EPA Notice
of Availability for this NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 576:  Alfred A. Brooks Response to Commentor No. 576

From: Alfred A. Brooks[SMTP:BROOKS@ICX.NET]
Sent: Saturday, September 02, 2000 7:41:19 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Comments on PEIS
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Also attached as an MSWORD 6.0/95 RTF file.

August 30, 2000

Ms. Colette E. Brown
US Department of Energy
19901 Germantown Road
Germantown, MD 20874
Via E_mail

Dear Ms. Brown

I would like to make the following comments on the Draft PEIS for
Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and
Development andIsotope Production Missions? [DOE/EIS 03100
July 2000]:

1) The choice of the alternatives is strongly dependent on the
projectedisotope usage and the projected level of isotope use is at
variance withother recent projections of use. Also, it is contradictory
to the recentDOE decision to terminate the production of stable
isotopes by the Y_12calutrons some of which are necessary as
feedstock to a radiation facility.The calutrons were said to be shut
down due to lack of product demand. ThePEIS should be
augmented to explain these apparently contradictory courses
of action.

2) In the absence of the stable isotopic feedstock from the
calutrons,there should be some discussion in the PEIS of
alternative feedstocks,their availability and their cost.

576-1

576-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern.  The calutrons at Oak Ridge
National Laboratory produce electromagnetically enriched stable isotopes.
These isotopes, in turn, are used to produce radioisotopes that are used
for medical applications. Only Russia has a similar, large-scale facility
with this capability. Although the ORNL calutron facilities have only
operated intermittently over the past several years, DOE's existing stable
isotope inventory is extensive and will supply the projected five-year
demand for most stable research isotopes.  DOE is currently in the
process of designing a new stable enrichment unit whose capacity could
be altered in the future to meet increases in demand.

576-2: PEIS Section 2.3.1.1.3 and the separate cost report both state that there
would be no cost for this German MOX fuel. The fuel would be
reconfigured into assemblies suitable for irradiation at FFTF before
shipment to the United States. The only cost attributed to the German
MOX fuel is its transportation from a U.S. port to FFTF.  PEIS
Appendix J, Section J.3.6 discusses the history, availability, compatibility,
and conversion of the unused German SNR-300 MOX fuel, which is
currently in storage at Dounreay, Scotland.

576-3: A determination of whether or not the wastes generated from the
processing of neptunium-237 targets exhibit a hazardous waste
characteristic under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act would
be made after its generation.  If the waste is considered mixed waste, it
will be managed in accordance with both the applicable hazardous waste
and radioactive waste requirements.  The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
(WIPP) has a RCRA permit and can accept mixed and nonmixed
transuranic waste for disposal, not high-level radioactive waste.

576-4: The facilities and locations evaluated in this NI PEIS, and for which costs
are presented in the Cost Report, represent a range of reasonable
alternatives for  accomplishing the specified missions.  Under Alternative 2,
DOE's use of existing irradiation facilities (e.g., HFIR and ATR) as
currently configured to accomplish the specified mission requirements
would be limited by the requirement that such use would be on a not-to
interfere basis so as to not impact existing and ongoing research and
isotope production activities at the facilities. However, as discussed in
Volume 1, Sections 2.5.3 and 2.6.1, HFIR and ATR could not fully meet
the projected long-term needs for medical isotope production and nuclear
research and development, with or without adding the plutonium-238
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Commentor No. 576:  Alfred A. Brooks (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 576

3) There is anticipated use of the German MOX fuel for the FFTF
but thereis no discussion of the methods, facilities and costs of
preparing suitableFFTS fuel elements clad in stainless steel from
the German supplies. At thesame time the problems of the disposal
of the mixed high level wastesresulting from the presence of
chromium in the stainless steel which isclassified as a hazardous
material not eligible for WIPP disposal. Thesequestions should be
addressed in the PEIS.

4) After these questions are resolved, the PEIS should contain a
total costcomparison of meeting as much as possible of the
projected needs by fullyutilizing the capacity of the enhanced HFIR
and the ATR (with theinstallation of a hydraulic loader similar to
HFIR). This cost should becompared to the cost of starting up
FFTF and its associated chemicalprocessing facilities including the
full costs of contaminating newbuildings and refurbishing old
equipment. This comparison will shed lighton the advisability of
committing to the larger projected demands at thistime.

I believe that it will be very important to base any comparison to the
total life cycle costs of the possible alternatives and to clearly
definethe stability of any feed stocks that are not entirely within our
control.I strongly favor utilizing inexpensive foreign sources as long
as there issome certainty of their reliability.Thank you for providing
the opportunity of making comments on this proposal.

Sincerely,
Alfred A. Brooks

Men are never so likely to settle a question rightly as when they
discuss it freely." _ ThomasBabbington, Lord Macaulay
Southey's Colloquies on Society (1830)

"The only thing necessary for evil to prevail is for good men to do
nothing." _ Edmund Burke(attributed)

576-4

576-3

576-2

production mission or with power level upgrades.  As discussed in
Section 2.3.1.2 of this NI PEIS, a rabbit system has been proposed for
ATR to be used to enhance the production of commercial quantities of
short-lived radioisotopes.  However, no decision has been made on this
upgrade, which would be paid for by the ATR privatization contractor and
not DOE. Therefore, this possible enhancement does not affect the
evaluation of current facility capabilities for meeting mission requirements
and has not been considered in the Cost Report.

The neptunium-237 inventory is sufficient to support the plutonium-238
production requirement over 35 years, as evaluated in this NI PEIS.
Availability of feedstock for currently envisioned medical, research, and
industrial isotope production has been considered (see Appendix C of the
NI PEIS), with the costs of procuring feedstock for isotope target
fabrication included in the annual operating costs of the alternatives as
compiled in the Cost Report.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia to satisfy its
responsibility to supply NASA with the necessary fuel to support future
space exploration missions.  Under the current contract set to expire in
2002, the United states is authorized to purchase up to 40 kilograms of
plutonium-238, with the total available for purchase in any one year
limited to 10 kilograms.  However, DOE does not stockpile large
quantities of Russian plutonium-238 long in advance of needs due the
additional processing, at an additional cost of approximately 1/3 of the
original cost of production, that would be required to remove decay
products that occur following extended storage of the material.  To date,
DOE has purchased approximately 9 kilograms of plutonium-238 under
this contract.  Future purchases from Russia would require the
negotiation of a new contract with Russia.
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Commentor No. 577:  Sally Light Response to Commentor No. 577

From: Sally Light[SMTP:SALLIGHT1@EARTHLINK.NET]
Sent: Saturday, September 02, 2000 6:21:16 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Attn: Colette E. Brown _ Public Comment on Pu 238
Production PEIS
Auto forwarded by a Rule

September 2, 2000

Colette E. Brown
U.S. Department of Energy
Nuclear.Infrastructure_PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Re: Public Comment on Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement(PEIS) re: Department of Energy?s (DOE) Plan to
Expand Production ofPlutonium 238 (Pu 238) for Future Space
Missions

Dear Ms. Brown,

I am writing on behalf of Nevada Desert Experience, a non_profit,
faith_based, anti_nuclear organization that has existed for 20 years,
and that has a readership of about 4,500 people around the nation
andthe world.

Although we are primarily concerned with the ongoing underground
?subcritical? nuclear tests that are being conducted at the Nevada
TestSite as well as the above_ground ?subcritical? tests being done
at theLos Alamos National Laboratory, we are also a part of the
Abolition 2000Global Network to Abolish Nuclear Weapons and the
US Campaign to AbolishNuclear Weapons, both of which oppose
the entire nuclear cycle,including nuclear power. We believe that all
nuclear technology,including nuclear power/fuel, is inherently
dangerous, posing anunacceptable risk to all life on the planet.
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Commentor No. 577:  Sally Light (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 577

We at Nevada Desert Experience ask that DOE consider only
non_nuclear technologies for powering future space
missions/projects for thefollowing reasons, among others:

1. The production of nuclear power is a messy operation that
endangersthe workers, the environment and the public health &
safety. This wasdocumented in the 1980s by the General
Accounting Office (GAO) in a filmthe GAO produced as a report to
Congress on the conditions inside USnuclear facilities nationwide.
Technology used to produce nuclearpower/fuel has not become
safer since that film report was produced,and, certainly, no
substantive ground has been gained since then as tohow to deal
adequately with the problems of the safe handling of
radioactive materials in general.

2. The rockets that are used to launch space technology have an
unacceptably high failure rate ? 10% or more ? so that using
nuclear power as fuel, especially since the USintends to expand the
number of such launches, raises the risk of widescale
radioactivecontamination in the case of rocket failure. Remember,
all isotopes of Plutonium are so deadly that a singlespeck inhaled
will lodge in the lung tissue where it will stay, emitting powerful
alpha radiation, andthe individual is very likely to develop cancer at
sometime in his/her life. Radioactive impacts are nowknown to not
only cause cancer, but also cause genetic mutations and genomic
instability ? so a singlerocket failure could be responsible for a
worldwide plutonium exposure that will have devastatingresults.

3. The PEIS names three possible DOE facilities for the production
of Pu238: Oak Ridge, Hanford and INEEL, all of which are already
extremely contaminated NuclearWeapons Complex sites. It would
be better to develop non_nuclear technology (e.g., solar_powered
fuelsource) in an entirely new, uncontaminated facility, while seeing
to the environmental cleanup of thesethree labs, and others (see #4
below).

577-2

577-1 577-1: The commentor's opposition to nuclear technology for space applications
is noted.  DOE also notes the commentor's interest in alternative energy
sources, although issues of research and development of alternative
energy sources are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS.  The missions to
be addressed in this PEIS, which include the production of medical and
industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear
energy research and development, can currently only be met using
nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.

577-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions, concern for the adequacy of ongoing
cleanup activities, and concern over the use of nuclear power in space
based weapons.  Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA,
DOE provides radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that
fuels them, for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their
use.  These radioisotope power systems have been used for almost
40 years, and have repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and
reliability in various NASA space missions.  NASA establishes the need
and requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.  None of the DOE missions stated in the
NI PEIS are defense- or weapons-related.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  DOE
activities associated with this program would not impact the schedule or
available funding for existing cleanup activities at proposed sites for
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives.
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Commentor No. 577:  Sally Light (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 577

4. The costs associated with the expanded Pu 238 production are
tooexorbitant to be reasonable. Historically, environmental cleanup
ofcontaminated sites (including sites contaminated by radioactive
wastes)has always been extremely underfunded in the US. For
instance, thecleanup budget for Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (LLNL) hasusually been a mere 1% of LLNL?s total
budget ? the other 99% has gonefor weapons work ? and this is just
one such example of DOE?spriority_setting over the years. DOE
would do better by developingnon_nuclear technology for space
launch fuel needs, and use the savedfunding for cleanup of its labs,
many of which are Superfund sites(i.e., ranked as among the most
contaminated in the nation).

5. We are concerned about the future uses of nuclear power in
space.We have in our possession the document signed by the Joint
Chiefs ofStaff, ?Vision 2020,? which clearly shows the goal of using
nuclearpower to gain military control of the planet from space, as
well asbeing in the business of space_based warfighting. If
space_basedtechnology must happen, it should be non_nuclear
based, and it should beforpeaceful purposes.

We hope that you will give serious attention to these comments. If
there are any questions, please do not hesitate to reach me at my
home(510) 527_2057, or by return email.

Sincerely,

Sally Light
Executive Director
Nevada Desert Experience

P.O. Box 7849
Oakland, CA 94601
Email: sallight1@earthlink.net

577-3

577-2

577-3: DOE notes the commentor's opinion.
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Commentor No. 578:  Tanja Winter Response to Commentor No. 578

From: Tanja Winter[SMTP:TANJA@CTS.COM]
Sent: Saturday, September 02, 2000 8:01:12 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: no plutonium iin space
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Colette E. Brown, U.S. Department of Energy,
Dear Ms. Brown,

Urge you NOT allow expansion of plutonium production for future
spacemissions. The danger to population and the planet are too
great to proceed.No further NASA flights should be permitted until
alternative fuels replaceplutonium.

NASA is not doing enough to develop alternative (solar) power
sourcesfor space missions. European Space Agency (ESA) has
now developedhigh_efficiency solar cells for deep space missions.

The plutonium production/fabrication process for space nuclear
powermissions has recently led to several worker contamination
accidents. Anexpansion of production will only worsen this
problem.

Expanding the number of launches of nuclear powered space
devices fromCape Canaveral on rockets with 10% failure rates will
only increase thepossibility of a deadly mishap.

The massive cost of expanded production of plu_238 can not be
justifiedat a time when DoE admits it needs over $300 billion to
clean_up existingproblems at DoE facilities.

The military should not be promoting the use of nuclear power in
space forspace_based weapons technology. Using nuclear power
for space war will havesevere environmental implications for life on
Earth. Department of Energy should not be involved in weapons
production.

Tanja Winter, 8315 Paseo Del Ocaso, La Jolla, CA 932037

578-4

578-3

578-1

578-2

578-1

578-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS.  Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope
power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space
missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  These
radioisotope power systems have been used for almost 40 years, and have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions.  NASA establishes the need and
requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.  None of the missions stated in the NI PEIS are
defense- or weapons-related.

578-2: Plutonium-238 processing facilities can be safely operated to support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
plutonium-238 processing, including normal operations and a spectrum of
accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that the radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
plutonium-238 processing would be small.

578-3: DOE notes the commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.

578-4: DOE notes the commentor's concern over the use of nuclear power in
space-based weapons.  The scope of this NI PEIS is limited to analysis
of alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the DOE missions, which
include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production
of plutonium-238 for NASA missions, and civilian nuclear energy research
and development.  None of these DOE missions is defense- or weapons-
related.
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Commentor No. 579:  Julia Hamrick Response to Commentor No. 579

From: HamricksJD@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:HAMRICKSJD@AOL.COM]

Sent: Sunday, September 03, 2000 8:48:53 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Operation of FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Whom it May Concern:

Although I have no specific comments on the PEIS related to
operation of FFTF, I would like to strongly encourage DOE to get off
the fence, and get on with a decision related to operation of FFTF.
DOE has squandered many opportunities to make beneficial use of
such a magnificent engineering tool as FFTF. It seems to me it is
now or never. Get on with making good use of the facility in a way
that benefits people everywhere.

Julia Hamrick
1108 Avalon Lane
Anniston, AL 36207

579-1 579-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-697

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 580:  mpdragonfly@aol.com Response to Commentor No. 580

From: MPDRAGONFLY@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:MPDRAGONFLY@AOL.COM]

Sent: Sunday, September 03, 2000 12:42:51 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: (no subject)
Auto forwarded by a Rule

"PLEASE RESTART THE FFTF"

IIt's helped people in my family, please help us share the
technology and save lives.

580-1 580-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 581:  Sidney J. Goodman Response to Commentor No. 581

From: Sidney J. Goodman
[SMTP:SJGDESIN@MINDSPRING.COM]

Sent: Sunday, September 03, 2000 11:15:49 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: Sidney J. Goodman; Global Network Against Weapons &
Nuclear Power in Space
Subject: Stop making more Plutonium 238
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To: Collette E. Brown

Too much has been risked already by using Plutonium_238 in
space missions. Furtherproduction of this deadly poison must be
halted.

NASA isn't doing what it should to develop alternative energy
sources for space missions. It hasfallen behind the European
Space Agency in this respect.

Contamination accidents with Pu_238 have already happened. The
only way to end furtherincidents is to stop further usages.

An increased number of space missions using PU_238, increases
the probabability that theunthinkable widespread contamination will
really happen.

The cost of these missions is not justified. Using several cheap
smaller probes (like we did forthe Mars Explorer mission), instead of
fewer expensive large probes, is stupid.

Further PU_238 missions increase the probability of space based
nuclear warfare. The horror ofit all is incomprehensible.

NASA has told outrageous lies in their assurances that the
unthinkable widespread dispersion ofPU_238 can never occur.
Officials who participated in this fraud should be imprisoned.

581-2

581-1

581-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of
alternative energy sources for space missions, although issues such as
NASA research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS.  NASA
establishes the need and requirements for space missions and undergoes
a thorough NEPA evaluation for each launch.  Plutonium-238 sources
are used only when they enable the mission or enhance mission
capabilities.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in
detail in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2
in the Final NI PEIS.  For over 30 years, radioisotope power systems
have repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability
in various NASA space missions.  However, potential health and safety
impacts associated with future launches of spacecraft utilizing
plutonium-238 are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis, but
would be addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by
NASA in support of such missions.

581-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions.  Through a Memorandum of
Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power
systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions
that require or would be enhanced by their use.  These radioisotope
power systems have been used for almost 40 years, and have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions.  NASA establishes the need and
requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.  None of the missions stated in the NI PEIS
are defense- or weapons-related.
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Commentor No. 581:  Sidney J. Goodman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 581

One bad accident, which is waiting to happen, will justify a
widespread demand for huge cuts inthe NASA budget. I will
participate in that demand.

Angrily,

Sidney J. Goodman, P.E., M.S.M.E.
170 Villanova Drive
Paramus, NJ 07652

581-2
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 582:  Marcy Stamper Response to Commentor No. 582

From: Marcy Stamper[SMTP:MSTAMPER@POP.NWLINK.COM]
Sent: Sunday, September 03, 2000 3:41:02 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Hanford and FFTF restart
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Ms. Brown:

It is scandalous that DOE would consider restarting FFTF and
producing moreradioactive materials when they have yet to deal
with the serious hazardsposed by Hanford's status as the EPA's
biggest Superfund site. Containersare already leaking into the
environment, endangering local residents aswell as people across
the country through contamination of agriculturalareas and the
Columbia River and salmon runs. The recent fire at Hanford is
further proof of the dangers lurking, as well as the contempt for
publicand worker health exemplified by DOE's initial denials of any
radiation'sescaping into the environment during the fires.

I demand that DOE responsibly clean up the radioactive
contamination andput the health of the public and the environment
first, and not create anymore deadly isotopes.

Marcy Stamper

582-2

582-1 582-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

582-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e,. Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

The proposed activities delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an
impact on Hanford cleanup activities.  The potential health and
environmental impacts associated with operation of the Hanford facilities
during normal operations and from postulated accidents are presented in
Section 4.3 of the draft NI PEIS.  All impacts to human health and to
ecological resources would be small in the immediate area and negligible
at all distant locations.

No radioactive materials were “released” in the Hanford Wildfires of
2000.  Wildfires did resuspend some materials already in the environment.
The resuspended materials were low, slightly above natural background
levels.  The low levels required several days of analysis to quantify.

No food or water restrictions are in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as a result of Hanford activities.

DOE worker and public health and safety are of paramount and primary
importance to DOE.
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Commentor No. 583:  Joan M. Brown Response to Commentor No. 583

From: Joan M Brown[SMTP:JOANKANSAS@JUNO.COM]
Sent: Sunday, September 03, 2000 8:27:19 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Cc: globalnet@mindspring.com%internet
Subject: Citizen concerns on Draft Programatic
Environmental Impact Statement
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Colette E. Brown
U.S. Department of Energy
NE_50, 19901 Germantown Road,
Germantown, MD 20874_1290

Dear Mr. Brown,

Peace this day! I am writing about my concerns for the ongoing
use andinvestigation into possible sources for nuclear energy for
missions tospace. It seems that there are other alternatives which
are not beingconsidered with enough seriousness.

My understanding is that it is possible to develop alternative solar
power sources for missions to space, and that in fact,
highly_efficientsolar cells for deep space missions have been
developed by the EuropeanSpace Agency (ESA). In this age of
global cooperation it seems to ouradvantage to collaborate with the
Europeans on such technology. Thiswould be more cost effective
and also eliminate the possibility of workercontamination accidents
and help reduce our existing difficulty with howto deal with the long
term effects upon our environment around nuclearenergy,
production and waste.

With the current rate of 10% failure rate on rockets from Cape
Canaveral,it seems that we are playing with fire to expand the
number of launchesthat will be nuclear powered. Possible
mishaps, as you know haveirreversable consequences and are not
good for the future of your program or our planet.

583-1 583-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS.  Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope
power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space
missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  These
radioisotope power systems have been used for almost 40 years, and have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions.  NASA establishes the need and
requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.  None of the missions stated in the NI PEIS are
defense- or weapons-related.
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Commentor No. 583:  Joan M. Brown (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 583

Finally the cost of expanded production of plu_238 cannot be
justified ata time when DoE admits it needs over $300 billion to
clean_up existingwaste problems at facilities.

Thank you for your cosideration of these concerns. I would very
muchlike to hear your responses.

Sincerely,

Joan Brown, osf
2340 Turk Blvd.
San Francisco, CA 94118

583-2 583-2: DOE notes the commentor's opinion and concern about funding available
for cleanup at DOE facilities.
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